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The Hobbs Act does not require substantial interference with interstate commerce in order for conviction.' Instead, the courts 
have repeatedly stressed that the effect on commerce may be slight,’ subtle,’ or de minimis.‘ The government may show the 
effect-on-commerce requirement in a Hobbs Act prosecution not only by the effect of stolen money on interstate commerce 
but also by evidence showing an interference in any way or degree by robbery or extortion.° 


The use of interstate or foreign transportation and communication facilities to carry out a scheme of robbery or extortion may 
constitute, in conjunction with other facts, a sufficient effect upon commerce for a Hobbs Act conviction for conspiracy or 


attempt to extort.° 


The effect on commerce need not be adverse to establish the requisite effect on interstate commerce for purposes of a Hobbs 
Act prosecution; even a beneficial effect can satisfy the statute.’ 
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